191b13-17). But Aristotle rejects the instance of "horse-animal becomes dog-animal" as a case of "animal-matter becomes animal-being" (so it is not discordant). Aristotle insists that "only" on the hypothesis both of a substrate and of a pair form-and-privation can an account of becoming be given; he allows that perhaps the pair formand-privation may be taken as the simple presence or absence of the single term "form" (191a6-22). So the third alleged difficulty in fact explains the second. Even were these (and the other) difficulties real, they would not establish Bolotin' s "modification" of Aristotle's "surface account" (p. 22).
Chapters 2 , argues that Aristotle denied absolute and relative weight and lightness but believed in Archimedean density. One of Bolotin's openings is Aristotle's alleged failure to mention that the cause of the weight or lightness of a body might be, not the excess of its interstitial void over solid (309a3-b8), nor the ratio (309b8-16), but the "difference." What sort of "difference" is not an excess? Once again, the verdict must be: not proven.
Bolotin's book contains some good-it reminds us that carefully reading Aristotle, whose context surely included the political, is difficult. But it remains a demonstrandum that Aristotle wrote both to inform the attentive elite and to delude the masses. Despite Bolotin, it hardly seems possible Aristotle doubted the doctrines studied here. Using Bolotin's method of reading, one might infer from the many difficulties and faults of Bolotin's surface account that he disguises his true view-let us hope. Bolotin's book contains some good-it reminds us that carefully reading Aristotle, whose context surely included the political, is difficult. But it remains a demonstrandum that Aristotle wrote both to inform the attentive elite and to delude the masses. Despite Bolotin, it hardly seems possible Aristotle doubted the doctrines studied here. Using Bolotin's method of reading, one might infer from the many difficulties and faults of Bolotin's surface account that he disguises his true view-let us hope. The authors' arguments are often intricate. The historical problem is difficult to resolve because of the paucity of Roman sources linking the comet to the games and because most of the sources are not independent but derive from Octavian's (Augustus's) own account, written two decades after the event. The astronomical problem is rendered more difficult, indeed almost intractable, by the fact that Chinese sources mention a comet only in May-June of 44 B.C., although the Romans saw it only in July. Ramsey and Licht use a good deal of ingenuity to explain this discrepancy, invoking haze from an eruption of Mount Etna. It is not obvious that the Roman and Chinese observers saw the same object, as most of the Roman sources describe the object as starlike, whereas the Chinese sources give it a tail. But assuming they really do have two reported positions of the comet, the authors attempt to calculate orbital parameters for Comet Caesar. As two observations do not suffice to determine an orbit, this effort requires even greater ingenuity.
Few readers will find it easy to follow the line of argument from beginning to end. The least compelling, and the least necessary, part of the book is the effort to determine the elements of the comet's orbit. The most interesting part of the book is the discussion of the political transformation of a comet from a warning of disaster to a sign of Caesar's ascent to the gods. An appendix provides a full collection of all ancient sources that mention either the games or the comet or both.
